In this chapter we discuss the current achievements of historical sociolinguistics and highlight new insights provided by the contributions in the volume. Taking the essay by Nevalainen (2015) as a starting point, we will consider the themes of crossing boundaries and bridging gaps between different levels of analysis and different paradigms, as well as proposing new paths for historical sociolinguistics as part of the wider field of digital humanities.
practices", in relation to both social structures and active production in interaction (Nevalainen 2015: 252; see also Fairclough 1992: 72) .
The idea of layered simultaneity has a number of implications for historical sociolinguistics, as Nevalainen (2015) points out. Most work on layered simultaneity so far has focused on the present. In studies of the past, reconstructing contexts and activities is more difficult and takes place at the intersection of other disciplines, such as paleography, history, discourse analysis and genre studies. This multidisciplinarity is part of what Nevalainen, following Janda & Joseph (2003: 37) , calls the principle of informational maximalism. The other part of informational maximalism involves matching parallel data sources, including for example biographies, ego-documents (both manuscripts and various editions thereof), official documents and history writing, especially social, economic and population history. She further notes that access to real time is crucial in diachronic studies as both external circumstances and linguistic forms change at varying time scales.
Nevalainen (2015) also identifies some requirements specific to the study of real-time language change, which is one of the central areas of interest in historical sociolinguistics. First, as the actuation problem of linguistic change usually remains unsolved, models are needed that account for the diffusion of change in social interaction. Moreover, she argues for the importance of baseline evidence, or "mapping actual processes of change in their different stages at the aggregate level of the community" (Nevalainen 2015: 265) . To come up with this evidence, we need both multi-genre and socially stratified corpora, the metadata of which provide some of the layered simultaneities to be considered. Finally, Nevalainen (2015: 266) expresses her hope for "further rapprochement between the history disciplines" in the spirit of informational maximalism, noting that this could take place within the framework of the digital humanities.
This volume is our contribution to the notion of layered simultaneity in historical sociolinguistics. In line with Nevalainen (2015), we strive for informational maximalism in terms of both multidisciplinarity and multiple data sources. We hope to show that crossing disciplinary boundaries and bridging gaps between different levels of analysis opens up new paths for historical sociolinguistics.
New insights
As previously pointed out, albeit several of the contributions could be discussed in any of the focus areas, for the sake of discussion, we divided them up into areas to which we felt they made a major contribution. What follows below is a more detailed discussion of those three areas and a first introduction to the new insights provided by the contributions in this volume.
Methodological innovations
Previous research in historical sociolinguistics has tended to focus on language variation and change using variationist methods borrowed from present-day sociolinguistics (e.g. Nevalainen & Raumolin-Brunberg 2003) .
In the absence of a clear linguistic variable, researchers have resorted to normalised frequencies and simple hypothesis testing as in diachronic corpus linguistics (ibid.). Comparative historical sociolinguistics and ethnographic-interactional approaches have had their own, often more qualitative methods. All approaches have touched upon Labov's famous bad-data problem (1994: 11): there are typically only written materials, which are scarce and not representative enough, and our knowledge of the contexts in which they were produced is incomplete (see also Section 1.2 above).
To alleviate the bad-data problem and other issues in historical sociolinguistics, more advanced quantitative methods have gradually been Future studies will benefit from the ideas of crossing boundaries and bridging gaps as well as from the specific methods and baseline evidence introduced in these chapters.
New data for historical sociolinguistic research
As pointed out by Nevalainen (2015: 245) , one main challenge faced by the historical sociolinguist are the "material constraints on the reconstruction of past usage". That is, written data has survived randomly and to varying The data sets of these early scholars allowed the study of highfrequency items in focused contexts, but it was only with the arrival of computerised corpora that a more extensive field of research has come into existence. While the Helsinki Corpus of English Texts is coded for genres and a number of variables for the author's background and the text's setting (Kytö 1996) , in practice the author and setting parameters only appear in a very limited number of texts and do not provide much of a starting point for historical sociolinguistic analysis. The first corpus specifically compiled to explore the feasibility of applying the methods of present-day sociolinguistics into the historical study of language, and later, to make such study feasible, was the Corpus of Early English Correspondence (CEEC), These documents can be regarded as being closer to the spontaneous language production of speech than most more polished and formal texts.
As mentioned above, documents of this type are also typically a locus where the authentic language of lower strata of society has potentially survived.
Krogull et al. take the use of ego documents to the next level through systematically compiling a data set allowing for a diachronic study of changes. They add another dimension to their corpus by taking into account space in a more complex manner than usual, i.e. not only including data from various areas of the country but also building in the opportunity to observe a distinction between centre and periphery. Furthermore, the corpus While their focus is on the theoretical aspects of historical sociolinguistics, they are at the same time innovative in terms of material selection, aiming to reach usage patterns of language variation and change in the most informal of genres.
Theory: bridging gaps, new challenges
Historical sociolinguistics today are characterised by the understanding of language as a complex cognitive and social phenomenon situated in multilayered contexts and several parallel processes. This kind of an approach calls for a plurality of paradigms as well as new combinations of diverse approaches on linguistic phenomena. To achieve a more nuanced sociolinguistic understanding of language variation and change and the interplay of diachrony and synchrony, multidisciplinary perspectives, such as input from and influence on social and economic history, social sciences and data sciences, are needed. Although it is difficult to combine all possible aspects in one study, current sociolinguistic research is often trying to bridge gaps. In practice, this type of activity may consist, for instance, of combining knowledge produced in different paradigms and employing this Hilpert (this volume) provides answers to the first question as he discusses new combinations of theoretical approaches, in this case construction grammar and historical sociolinguistics. In the approach that he suggests, the gap between attention to form, on the one hand, and social factors, on the other, is bridged as language is viewed both as a cognitive and a social system. Although the traditional approaches adopted in construction grammar and sociolinguistics seem almost mutually exclusive, this combination can provide tools and insights that allow researchers to deal simultaneously with linguistic forms, the meanings of their parts, the way they are used, their grounding in particular social practices, as well as distribution across different communities of speakers. The two paradigms can potentially enrich each other as e.g. issues of multilingualism and crosslinguistic phenomena are not usually accounted for in construction grammar but are at the heart of sociolinguistics; and, conversely, sociolinguistics can benefit from attention to speaker-internal processes. Such an approach is one answer to the philosophy of informational maximalism called for by Nevalainen (2015) . It is quite clear that historical sociolinguistics and its theory formation today are forward-looking and integrationist. If the cry in the past was to put more "socio" into sociolinguistics, sociolinguistic endeavours today are increasingly multidisciplinary and constantly looking for new methods and data. This in turn gives impetus to new questions and deeper, more nuanced understandings of sociolinguistic phenomena. Over the past three decades or so, we have developed a solid understanding of historical sociolinguistics and have produced a bulk of research results on sociolinguistic variation and change. The future challenges relate to at least two issues. First, we should ensure that we accumulate knowledge and build on previous results. In this endeavour we cannot really separate historical sociolinguistics and sociolinguistics. Second, the question of layered simultaneity (Nevalainen 2015) has now been identified and taken seriously, but reaching a large variety of contexts and practices is not necessarily easy for a historical linguist and "the work in matching parallel data sources has just begun" (Nevalainen 2015: 266) . In practice, answering this challenge means working even more closely with, for instance, historians who deal with various data sources and at the same time moving even closer to the emerging paradigm of digital humanities.
Conclusion: the future?
It was the aim of our chapter to outline some future paths for historical sociolinguistics on the basis of current, cutting-edge research and the kinds of questions many historical sociolinguists, whatever language they are working with, are pondering right now. We focused on new methodologies, data and theory in separate subsections -and have organised the rest of the book accordingly. As previously pointed out, these aspects are interlinked Although increasing multidisciplinarity and technological advancements undoubtedly take the field forward, they may also lead us to some directions that are more difficult to foresee. For one thing, historical sociolinguists who want to pursue the suggested directions will need to possess a broader set of skills and learn to work in multidisciplinary -and multilinguistic -teams in "labs", sharing resources, ideas and tasks. Such cross-fertilisation will bring anticipated insights and solutions into the problems of bad data, for example, but it will most likely also bring forth new ideas altogether. In terms of undergraduate education this often means a change of mindset on the part of teachers and students alike. Ideally, multidisciplinary and multilinguistic cooperation will increase general awareness of the kind of knowledge that historical sociolinguists produce and make it even more influential outside its own circles.
